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Big Five Personality 
Characteristics and 
Commitment Levels in 
Romantic Relationships 
While numerous empirical studies have looked at commitment levels across 
various aspects of life, little research has attempted to integrate these 
disparate literatures. Accordingly, this study attempts to address this gap by 
adapting a taxonomy of commitment commonly used in the workplace to 
the analysis of commitment in romantic relationships. Additionally, the 
relationship between personality and levels of commitment in romantic 
relationships were investigated utilizing the Big Five personality factors. 
Results indicated that personality does relate to commitment and that the 
affective (emotional) and continuance (economic) facets of commitment 
have specific relevance to understanding commitment expressed in romantic 
relationships. Gender similarities and differences, as well as directions for 
future research, are discussed. 
Considerable attention has been paid to the 
concept of commitment in the empirical research 
literature. However, little effort has focused on 
looking for commonalities across the diverse areas 
that have been studied. For example, there is 
considerable literature dealing with the formation of 
and attachment to romantic relationships (see 
Franiuk, Cohen, & Pomeratz, 2002; Gagne & 
Lydon, 2003). Other research has focused on 
factors influencing the relationship between 
individuals and the organizations for which they 
work (see Brooke, Russell, & Price, 1988; Meyer 
& Allen, 1997). Across both of these areas, 
individual differences, such as personality, have been 
hypothesized as influencing factors in determining the 
strength of relationships (Auhagen & Hinde, 1997; 
Barrick & Mount, 1991). This paper attempts to  
integrate these diverse literatures by adapting a 
taxonomy of commitment commonly used in 
organizational psychology to the measurement of 
commitment in a romantic relationship. 
Any attempt to integrate these literatures must 
start by considering if there are commonalities 
between commitment that are formed in the 
workplace (i.e., between an individual and an 
organization) and commitment found between 
couples (i.e., between two individuals) in romantic 
relationships. According to Meyer, Allen, and Smith 
(1993), "although the three-component model was 
developed in the context of organizational 
commitment, it is reasonable to expect that it might 
also be applied in other domains" (p.539). 
Supporting this contention, Adams and Jones (1997) 
studied marital commitment and found commitment 
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to have three primary dimensions: an attraction 
component, a moral component, and a constraining 
component. Additionally, Johnson (1991; 1999) 
suggested that commitment is made up of personal 
(i.e., desire to remain), moral (i.e., feeling that one 
ought to remain) and structural (i.e., feeling that one 
has to remain) components. As will be discussed, 
these facets are very similar to those proposed by 
Meyer and Allen (1991). Additionally, do certain 
personality types tend to be more committed than 
others and is this relationship consistent across 
different situations and environments — even those as 
apparently different as the workplace and a romantic 
relationship? It is proposed here that personality 
types do relate to commitment levels and that a three 
component conceptualization of commitment 
integrating the approaches of Meyer and Allen 
(1991), Adams and Jones (1997), and Johnson 
(1999) has particular relevance to the understanding 
of the formation and continuance of romantic 
relationships. 
Personality 
The taxonomy that has received the most 
attention from personality researchers over the past 
two decades is the five-factor model (Larsen & 
Buss, 2005). A detailed discussion of the formation 
and identification of the five-factor model is beyond 
the scope of this paper (for a more detailed 
discussion, see Larsen & Buss, 2005; Guenole & 
Chemyshenko, 2005) but this taxonomy has been 
found to be robust across cultures, languages, 
gender, and age groups. The facets are commonly 
referred to as Extraversion, Agreeableness, 
Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, and 
Openness to Experience (Guenole & 
Chemyshenko, 2005). 
Extraversion includes adjectives such as: 
talkative, sociable, adventurous, and open (Barrick 
& Mount, 1991). Recent research suggests that 
social attention is the prominent feature of 
extraversion. Extraverts tend to be happier in social 
situations and while acting in a gregarious manner. 
An individual's level of Extraversion also has the 
potential to influence other behavior. For example, 
some research suggests that individuals high in 
extraversion are involved in more car accidents  
because of their tendency to drive fast and listen to 
music while driving (Lajunen, 2001). 
Agreeableness includes adjectives such as: good-
natured, cooperative, trusting, and forgiving (Barrick 
& Mount, 1991). As the name of the personality 
type implies, individuals high in Agreeableness tend 
to avoid conflicts and want everyone to get along. 
Therefore, the fundamental goal of agreeable 
individuals is cooperation and harmony in social 
interactions. As would be expected, people high in 
Agreeableness are well liked and less aggressive 
than those who score lower in this dimension 
(Larson & Buss, 2005). 
Conscientiousness reflects: responsibleness, 
scrupulousness, perseverance, and organization 
(Barrick & Mount, 1991). Conscientious people are 
more successful in careers because they tend to be 
punctual, organized, reliable, and hard working. 
Conscientious people also have higher grade point 
averages, job satisfaction, and healthier romantic 
relationships that are, therefore, more stable (Larson 
& Buss, 2005). 
Emotional Stability is represented by traits such 
as: nervousness, moodiness, and tempermentality 
(Goldberg, 1993). Emotionally stable people are 
less moody and anxious. Variability in mood is the 
pivotal characteristic for both Emotional Stability 
and Neuroticism. Emotionally stable people cope 
with life stresses in a way different from people who 
are emotionally unstable and research suggests this 
leads to better health and life success (Kirkcaldy & 
Furnham, 2000; Larson & Buss, 2005). 
The fifth factor is Openness and includes traits 
such as: imagination, curiosity, and creativity 
(Goldberg, 1993). People who rate high on the 
openness scale tend to try novel foods and activities, 
be open about the idea of extramarital affairs and 
remember their dreams more than people low on 
Openness (Larson & Buss, 2005). 
Personality and Social Interaction 
The factors of the Big Five have been studied in 
many social situations. For example, Koole, Jager, 
Van den Berg, Vlek, and Hofstee (2001) examined 
how personality characteristics play a part is social 
dilemmas. To accomplish this, they stimulated 
environmental pressures to draw out individual 
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differences in levels of cooperation. Specifically, 
Koole et al. measured Extraversion (sociable, 
talkative, active) and Agreeableness (trusting, 
cooperative, tolerant) and hypothesized that 
individuals low on Extraversion would generally be 
more cooperative than individuals high on 
Extraversion. Findings were consistent with the 
hypotheses and suggested that cooperation was 
lower for individuals in the Extravert category versus 
participants in the Agreeable category. The data 
showed that individuals high on Agreeableness 
exhibited the qualities of being task oriented and 
efficient. Participants high on Agreeableness were 
also more likely to go along with the group, comply 
with teamwork, and exhibit an efficient work ethic. 
Individuals in the Agreeable category were more 
likely than individuals in the Extravert category to 
avoid confrontation by being willing to agree and 
comply. This study helps in understanding the 
influence of personality differences, in this case 
Extraversion and Agreeableness, when dealing with 
situations related to compromise and teamwork. 
Other research focusing specifically on married 
couples found that individuals low on Agreeableness 
acted in a way that was less considerate to their 
marital partners than individuals high on 
Agreeableness (Buss, 1991). Agreeableness has 
also been negatively associated with vengefulness 
(McCullough, Bellah, Kilpatrick, & Johnson, 2001). 
Other facets of the Big Five that have been found to 
be related to romantic relationships are Neuroticism 
(the flip side of Emotional Stability) and 
Conscientiousness. According to a study by White, 
Hendrick, and Hendrick (2004), Neuroticism was 
found to be both negatively associated with and 
predictive of satisfaction and intimacy. In this same 
study, White, et al. found that Conscientiousness 
was positively correlated with intimacy for males. 
Taken together these results suggest (although it was 
not explicitly been tested in any of the cited studies) 
that personality traits (especially Extraversion and 
Agreeableness) may influence individual tendencies 
towards commitment and cooperation levels. 
Accordingly, personality differences may play a part 
in the way individuals act and commit in romantic 
relationships. 
Commitment in an Organizational Context 
Organizational commitment has been an 
important topic in the realm of industrial-
organizational psychology. One of the most common 
models utilized in the empirical literature is the three-
component model developed by Allen and Meyer 
(1990). The three aspects include affective 
commitment, continuance commitment, and 
normative commitment. Affective commitment refers 
to the emotional attachment to, identification with, 
and involvement in, an organization. Continuance 
commitment refers to commitment based on the 
costs that employees associate with leaving the 
organization and/or profit for continuing participation 
with the organization. Normative commitment refers 
to employees' feelings of obligation and 
responsibility to remain with the organization (Meyer 
& Allen, 1991). In other words, affective 
commitment reflects the emotional desire to stay 
with an organization, continuance commitment 
represents the financial need to continue with an 
organization, and normative commitment represents 
an employee's feelings that he/she ought to remain 
with an organization. 
Applying Affective, Continuance, and 
Normative Commitment 
In their common use affective, continuance, and 
normative commitment were developed and 
interpreted in a workplace setting. However, this 
conceptualization has implications for romantic 
relationships as well. Affective commitment 
represents an emotional attachment, continuance 
commitment represents a financial tie, and normative 
commitment represents feelings of obligation and 
responsibility. Other research has found romantic 
commitment to fall into similar categories (Adams & 
Jones, 1997; Johnson, 1999). Utilizing this 
taxonomy, it is argued here that personality 
characteristics of individuals involved in romantic 
relationships relate to levels of commitment. As 
previously discussed, personality differences have 
been shown to contribute to cooperation and 
commitment levels in groups settings (Koole et al., 
2001), the workplace (Meyer & Allen, 1991), and 
between married couples (Buss, 1991). 
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Emotional (affective), economic (continuance), 
and obligatory (normative) factors all influence 
commitment between partners in a romantic 
relationship. Without the cooperation and 
commitment of two partners in a romantic 
relationship, the relationship will be difficult to 
maintain. If two partners are willing to cooperate 
and commit for a common purpose/goal, then that 
relationship will be less likely to terminate (Tallman 
& Hsiao, 2004). Interpersonal commitment lends 
itself to cooperation in marriage. Not only are 
satisfaction and trust indicators of interpersonal 
commitment in marriage, but marital satisfaction and 
mutual trust are antecedent conditions for promoting 
cooperative behaviors - just as satisfaction and trust 
by an employee results in commitment to the 
organization. 
Tallman & Hsiao (2004) found that cooperative 
problem-solving efforts increased couples' chances 
of resolving interpersonal problems. These findings 
taken together with those of Koole et al. (2001) 
suggest that those facets of personality that influence 
cooperation also influence commitment in a romantic 
context. The rise of "matching services" such as 
eHarmony® suggests that the value of personality 
characteristics in the development and maintenance 
of romantic relationships is recognized in applied 
practice. Empirical research, however, has not 
extensively examined personality in a romantic 
context although personality has been included in 
some models of interpersonal commitment (see 
Adams & Spain, 1999). In the empirical literature, 
however, much more work needs to be conducted. 
This paper aims to fill this gap by analyzing the 
relationship between couple personality 
characteristics and commitment. 
Method 
Participants 
Participants were 122 married adults currently 
involved in a committed relationship (i.e., no 
participants were separated or currently going 
through a divorce). Only participants in which both 
members of the relationship could participate were 
recruited for the study so the gender of participants 
was evenly split among males and females. Most  
participants were white (N= 117, 96%) and the 
mean age was 46.2 years (SD = 13.2). Ninety 
seven participants (79.5%) had been in their current 
relationship for more than 10 years. Twelve 
participants (9.8%) indicated they had been in their 
current relationship for 5-10 years and 11 
participants (9%) had been in their current 
relationship for less than 5 years. Two participants 
did not provide information on the length of their 
current relationship. 
Materials 
In addition to basic demographic information and 
the length of current relationship, data was collected 
on the personality characteristics and commitment 
levels of each participant. 
Affective, Continuance, and Normative 
Commitment. The three forms of commitment were 
assessed using modified forms of the measure 
developed by Allen and Meyer (1990). Items were 
modified to refer to a romantic relationship (instead 
of an organization) and were administered in a 7-
point Likert-type format. The original items and the 
modified forms are presented in Figure 1. A 
reasonable modification of one of the normative 
commitment items could not be created so only a 7-
item scale was used for this facet. Affective and 
continuance commitment were assessed using 8-item 
measures. Reliability scores were .65 for affective 
commitment, .29 for continuance commitment, and 
.41 for normative commitment. 
Due to the low reliabilities found for the three 
facets, the 23 revised items were factor analyzed 
using principal components analysis (with varimax 
rotation) to assess if a better mix of items could be 
identified. Based on the results of the factor analysis 
it was decided to use modified scales for each form 
of commitment. Results suggest a 10-item measure 
of affective commitment (a = .68), a two-item 
measures of continuance commitment (a = .70) and 
a three-item measure of normative commitment (a = 
.58) are more accurate representations of the data. 
The new scales were used for all further analyses. 
Revised Items and factor loadings for the identified 
items are presented in Table 1. 
Personality. Personality was assessed using 50 
items adapted from the International Personality 
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Item Pool (IPIP, 2006). For consistency all items 
were modified to a 7-point Likert-type format 
(Extraversion a= .89; Agreeableness a= .78; 
Conscientiousness a= .80; Emotional Stability a= 
.90; Openness a= .74). 
Procedure 
In April of 2006, couples at a Presbyterian 
church in Chattanooga, TN were recruited to 
participate in the research project. Only couples 
were asked to take the questionnaire. In order to 
avoid discussion and comparing of answers, couples 
completed the survey at the same time. 
Participants were led into the sanctuary by the 
researcher. The researcher then handed each partner 
a survey and instructed him/her to read the informed 
consent form before completing the questionnaire. 
One to three couples took the survey simultaneously. 
Each couple was directed to sit separately on 
opposite sides of the sanctuary and all participants 
were distanced from each other. The researcher 
explained that the questionnaire was completely 
anonymous and asked participants to remain silent 
and to answer every question honestly. The 
researcher remained in the sanctuary to make sure 
that no communication occurred between the 
couples. After each participant completed the 
questionnaire, the researcher directed him/her to 
place his/her survey upside down in a pile. When 
both partners had completed the survey, the 
researcher paper clipped the couple's surveys 
together so they could be matched for analysis 
purposes. 
Results 
Means and standard deviations for the 
personality and commitment measures are presented 
in Table 2. Correlations among personality and 
commitment measures are presented in Table 3. 
Only four correlations were found to be significant. 
Extraversion was significantly positively related to 
Agreeableness (p < .01), Openness to Experience 
(p < .05), and affective commitment (p < .05). 
Conscientiousness was significantly negatively 
related to continuance commitment (p < .05). 
To evaluate the relationship between personality 
characteristics and commitment levels, couple scores 
were sorted by gender and each partner's score 
was evaluated by comparison to the other partner in 
the relationship. Correlations among couple scores 
are presented in Table 4. Five significant (p < .05) 
correlations were found. A significant negative 
correlation existed between Female Partner 
Openness to Experience and Male Partner 
Extraversion. Significant positive correlations existed 
between Male Partner affective commitment and 
Female Partner Consciousness and Emotional 
Stability. Lastly, significant positive correlations were 
found between both partners' ratings of affective 
commitment and continuance commitment. 
Table 5 presents the results of a hierarchical 
regression analysis run to examine the relationship 
between personality characteristics and commitment 
levels. The analysis was run for all participants and 
separately for both males and females. For males, 
Openness to Experience was negatively related to 
affective commitment, Emotional Stability was 
negatively related to continuance commitment, and 
Conscientiousness was positively related to 
normative commitment. For females, Extraversion 
and Conscientiousness were positively related to 
affective commitment, Conscientiousness was 
negatively related to continuance commitment, and 
Openness to Experience was positively related to 
normative commitment. 
Table 6 presents the results of a hierarchical 
regression analysis run to examine the relationship 
between personality characteristics and partner 
commitment levels. No significant relationships were 
found between male personality characteristics and 
female commitment levels. However, for males 
several relationships were found. Female partner 
ratings on Conscientiousness and Emotional Stability 
were both positively related to male affective 
commitment. Also, male continuance commitment 
was positively related to female partner level of 
Extraversion and negatively related to female partner 
level of Openness to Experience. 
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Discussion 
The purpose of the current research project was 
to examine possible links between personality types 
and commitment levels in romantic relationships and 
adapt a measure of affective, continuance, and 
normative commitment for use in evaluating romantic 
relationships. The findings were generally supportive 
of this goal and suggest a relationship between 
personality characteristics and commitment. 
Additionally, consistent with past research, our 
results provide support for Adams and Jones' 
(1997) contention that romantic commitment can be 
conceptualized as a multiple faceted construct 
consisting of emotional attraction (affective), a 
constraining component (continuance), and a moral 
aspect (normative). The revised commitment 
questionnaire was useful in examining commitment in 
romantic relationships. More work needs to be done 
to fully understand and measure these components. 
Two of the facet measures, affective and 
continuance commitment, possessed better reliability 
than the third facet, normative commitment. 
In our sample, participants high in Extraversion 
tended to report high levels of affective commitment 
to their romantic partner. Interestingly, while no 
significant relationships were found between 
Agreeableness and any of the commitment 
measures, a significant positive correlation was 
found between Extraversion and Agreeableness. 
This suggests a relationship between extraversion 
and agreeableness. This is consistent with Buss 
(1991) who found that participants high on 
Agreeableness acted more considerately toward 
their marital partners. Extraversion, however, may 
be necessary in order for this considerate action to 
be noticed and appreciated. 
Participants who scored higher on Extraversion 
also scored higher on openness to experience and 
affective commitment. It appears that participants 
who rated themselves as talkative, sociable, 
adventurous, and open (versus secretive) also 
consistently rated themselves as more emotionally 
attached to, identifying with, and involved in their 
romantic relationship. 
Conscientiousness was negatively related to 
continuance commitment. One explanation for this  
finding is that individuals who are more responsible, 
scrupulous, preserving, and careful may be less 
dependent upon financial benefits of their current 
romantic relationship. Conscientious people have 
qualities that support success in the workplace such 
as articulation of vision, setting high expectations, a 
conscientious and virtuous citizenship behavior, and 
assertiveness. These characteristics may enable them 
to better support themselves; they are not 
economically tied to their partner. It may be the case 
that individuals high in conscientious pay more 
attention to detail and, therefore, do not feel a 
financial need to remain in a relationship and do not 
fear the cost of leaving the relationship. Another 
explanation for this finding could be that 
conscientious people might be less inclined to expect 
their partner to support them financially. Those high 
in conscientiousness might feel that it is not their 
partner's responsibility to support them; rather it is 
their own responsibility. 
Gender Differences 
Research has found gender differences in 
perceived costs and benefits in romantic 
relationships. Sedikides, Oliver, and Campbell 
(1994) found that males regarded sexual gratification 
as an important benefit but females considered 
intimacy, self-growth, self-understanding, and 
positive self-esteem as more important. Also, males 
regarded monetary loss as a more serious cost and 
females regarded loss of identity and innocence 
about relationships and love as more important costs 
(Sedikides et al., 1994). Gender similarities and 
differences need to be taken into consideration 
within romantic relationships (Hendrick & Hendrick, 
1995). 
Accordingly, gender considerations were 
accounted for in our data analyses. Analyses 
revealed different patterns for males and females 
with regards to the relationship between personality 
factors and commitment levels. Although no causal 
relationships can be determined based on this study, 
a review of the identified relationships reveals some 
interesting findings. 
Females who were lower on Openness to 
Experience tended to have a partner higher on 
Extraversion. A possible explanation for this is 
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personality compensation between partners—the 
male partner is the public face so the female partner 
does not have to be. 
Males high on affective commitment were more 
likely to have female partners high on 
Conscientiousness. In other words, men whose 
partners were characterized by high levels of 
Conscientiousness (responsible, scrupulous, 
persevering, and fussy/tidy) were more likely to 
report having higher levels of emotional attachment, 
identification, and involvement with the romantic 
relationship. In other words, women who are aware 
of the relationship and attend to the relationship are 
more likely to have husbands who are more 
emotionally attached to the relationship. 
Females, whose partners were high on affective 
commitment, were not only higher on 
Conscientiousness but also Emotional Stability. This 
finding makes sense in that women are more 
emotionally stable when their husband is emotionally 
committed to and involved in the relationship or 
correspondingly males are more emotionally 
attached to a relationship when their partners are 
high in Emotional Stability. 
Two significant correlations that were found 
relate to the similarity between partners' scores. 
Women's scores on affective commitment matched 
their husbands' affective commitment scores. In 
Addition, women's scores on continuance 
commitment corresponded to their husbands' 
continuance commitment score. Therefore, partners 
tend to have similar commitment styles. These two 
findings are important in understanding partners in 
romantic relationships. In spite of personality 
differences, couples have similar feelings of 
commitment. 
The most prominent limitation of this study is the 
sample of participants. Due to the limited sample of 
white, married church members, our fmdings cannot 
be easily generalized to other populations. Our 
sample's limitations can also explain why our results 
showed affective and continuance commitment 
questions to be reliable but not normative 
commitment questions. 
Previous research suggests that the Big Five 
personality facets are independently related. 
However, in this study, our results supported a  
positive relationship between Extraversion and 
Agreeableness. Personality facets should not be 
related to one another. This conflict with previous 
research could be due to the nature of our research 
and sample. Our sample consisted of church 
members who responded to our questionnaire in 
their church. These variables could skew the data in 
terms of social desirability response sets—
participants will respond in a socially acceptable 
way rather than be completely honest. 
Our fmdings may also be culturally influenced. In 
the United States, marriages are not arranged as in 
other parts of the world. Marriages in the United 
States are based on mutual agreement and a 
decision to commit. This study does not allow causal 
conclusions. Readers are warned here that cause 
and effect inferences cannot be established from our 
findings. However, there are implications from this 
study. 
Our current research links the three types of 
commitment found in the business literature 
(affective, continuative, and normative commitment) 
with commitment found in intimate relationships. A 
couples' commitment in a romantic relationship can 
be categorized into one of these three types of 
commitment. The revised Meyer and Allen's 
organizational commitment scale can be used to 
determine a couple's commitment. The revised 
commitment scale appears to be reliable and valid. 
This information can be useful for psychologists, 
particularly in the area of marriage and family 
counseling. Psychologists can better understand 
commitment found in romantic relationships by 
categorizing commitment in terms of the three types 
stated above. Our current research also supports 
that gender similarities and differences, with regard 
to commitment, exist in intimate relationships. 
Importantly, another implication of our research 
is that personality can be used to predict 
commitment in romantic relationships. While past 
research has predominately shown a relationship 
between extraversion and agreeableness (Koole et 
al., 2001), all of the Big Five facets should be 
considered. This knowledge of predictability is also 
beneficial to psychologists, especially counselors. 
Future research should focus on predicting 
commitment in romantic relationships based on 
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personality types. Gender differences should always 
be considered. Future researchers should also 
consider incorporating a satisfaction scale. 
Satisfaction is an important personality variable that 
has been associated with personality characteristics 
(White, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 2004). Perceived 
satisfaction may determine the type of commitment 
expressed by partners in intimate relationships. 
Perceived satisfaction may be working as a third 
variable. This study only deals with married 
Caucasians. Future research should incorporate a 
wider range of ethnic groups and couples in a variety 
of relationship statuses. 
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Table 1 
Revised items and factor loadings 
Modified Scale 	 Factor Loadings 
Affective Commitment 
I would be very happy to spend the rest of my life with this partner 	 -.55 
I enjoy discussing our relationship with people outside it 	 -.47 
I really feel as if my partner's problems are my own 	
-.45 
I think that I could easily become as attached to another partner as I am to this one [R] 	 .45 
I do not feel like part of my partner's family [R] 	 .55 
I do not feel 'emotionally attached' to this organization [R] 	 .72 
This relationship has a great deal of personal meaning for me 	 -.75 
I do not feel a strong sense of 'belonging' to my partner [R] 	 .49 
Right now, staying with my partner is a matter of necessity as much as desire 	 .49 
I do not believe that a person must always be loyal to his or her partner [R] 	 .41 
Continuance Commitment 
It would be very hard for me to leave my partner right now, even if I wanted to 
	 .68 
Too much in my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave my partner now 
	 .69 
Normative Commitment 
If I felt that someone else was interested in me I would not feel it was right to leave my partner 
	 -.47 
I was taught to believe in the value of remaining loyal to one partner 
	 -.54 
I do not think that wanting to be a 'one-woman man' or 'one-man woman' is sensible anymore [R] 
	 .66 
Note. [R] represents items that are reverse coded 
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Table 2 
Means and standard deviations 
Variable 	 Min 	 Max 	 M 	 SD 
Extraversion 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
Emotional Stability 
Openness to Experience 
Affective Commitment 
Continuance Commitment 
Normative Commitment 
12 
32 
22 
11 
23 
30 
2 
3 
68 	 43.0 	 11.9 
70 	 56.5 	 7.9 
69 	 52.3 	 9.0 
70 	 43.8 	 12.3 
66 	 49.0 	 8.1 
70 	 60.4 	 8.4 
14 	 11.9 	 3.0 
21 	 19.5 	 3.1 
Note. For extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, Openness to 
Experience, and Affective Commitment, scores could range from a minimum of 10 to a 
maximum of 70. For Continuance Commitment, scores could range from a minimum of 2 to a 
maximum of 14. For Normative Commitment, scores could range from a minimum of 3 to a 
maximum of 21. 
Table 3 
Intercorrelations among variables 
Measure 	 1 	 2 	 3 
	
4 	 5 	 6 	 7 	 8 
1. Extraversion 
2. Agreeableness 	 .41** 
3. Conscientiousness 
	 -.03 	 .11 
4. Emotional Stability 
	 -.02 	 .03 	 .13 
5. Openness to Experience 
	 .22* 	 .16 
	 .06 	 .07 
6. Affective Commitment 
	 .22* 	 .14 	 .08 	 .09 
	 -.09 
7. Continuance Commitment 
	 -.02 	 .00 -.21* -.11 
	 .03 	 .06 
8. Normative Commitment 	 .08 	 .06 	 .16 	 .06 	 .18 	 .11 	 -.01 
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 4 
Intercorrelations between variables across partners 
Female Partner 
1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 	 7 	 8 
Male Partner 
1. Extraversion 	 -.03 	 -.06 	 .07 	 .03 	 -.32* 	 .03 	 -.22 	 -.04 
2. Agreeableness 	 .17 	 -.06 	 .00 	 .15 	 -.25 	 -.12 	 -.18 	 -.19 
3. Conscientiousness 	 -.11 	 .05 	 -.04 	 .03 	 .06 	 -.02 	 .11 	 .06 
4. Emotional Stability 	 -.09 	 .11 	 .07 	 -.12 	 .03 	 .10 	 -.11 	 -.12 
5. Openness to Experience 	 -.01 	 .03 	 -.12 	 -.13 	 -.15 	 .10 	 -.10 	 -.15 
6. Affective Commitment 	 .16 	 .21 	 .34** .34** 	 .09 	 .40** 	 .03 	 -.07 
7. Continuance Commitment 	 .15 	 .01 	 .05 	 .01 	 -.23 	 .21 	 .46** .01 
8. Normative Commitment 	 .09 	 .01 	 -.03 	 .01 	 .07 	 .21 	 -.09 	 .01 
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 5 
Regression analysis for personality characteristics predicting commitment levels 
All 
	
Males Only 	 Females Only 
Variable 	 13 
	
AR2 
	
P 
	
AR2 
	
P 
	
AR2 
Affective Commitment 
Extraversion 	 .24** .09** 	 .05 .06 	 .45*** .25*** 
Agreeableness 
	 .05 	 .06 	 -.07 
Conscientiousness 	 .08 	 -.05 
	
.22* 
Emotional Stability 	 .09 	 -.03 
	 .18 
Openness 	 -.16* 
	
-.22* 	 -.14 
Continuance Commitment 
Extraversion 	 -.05 	 .05 	 -.05 	 .11 	 -.06 	 .05 
Agreeableness 	 .04 	 .10 
	 .08 
Conscientiousness 	 -.20** 	 -.12 	 -.24* 
Emotional Stability 	 -.09 
	 -.28** 	 .01 
Openness 	 .06 	 .04 
	 .01 
Normative Commitment 
Extraversion 
	 .06 	 .06 	 .10 	 .11 	 -.07 	 .09 
Agreeableness 	 -.01 	 -.08 	 .13 
Conscientiousness 
	 .15* 	 .24* 	 -.07 
Emotional Stability 
	 .03 	 .09 	 -.01 
Openness 	 .16* 	 .16 	 .26* 
Note. *p < .10. **p < .05. ***p < .01. 
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Table 6 
Regression analysis for personality characteristics predicting partner commitment levels 
Males 	 Females 
Variable 	 0 
	
AR2 
	
0 
	
L\R2 
Affective Commitment 
Extraversion 	 .12 	 .21** 	 .06 	 .04 
Agreeableness 
	
.02 	 -.15 
Conscientiousness 	 .29** 	 -.05 
Emotional Stability 	 .27** 	 .11 
Openness 	 -.01 	 .11 
Continuance Commitment 
Extraversion 
	
.27* 	 .12 	 -.18 	 .09 
Agreeableness 	 -.03 	 -.11 
Conscientiousness 	 .09 	 .09 
Emotional Stability 	 .01 	 -.15 
Openness 
	
-.32** 	 -.07 
Normative Commitment 
Extraversion 
	
.10 	 .01 	 .04 	 .07 
Agreeableness 	 -.06 	 -.18 
Conscientiousness 	 -.02 	 .07 
Emotional Stability 	 .01 	 -.14 
Openness 	 .06 	 -.13 
Note. *p < .10. **p < .05. 
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Figure 1 
Original and modified commitment scales 
Original Scale (Allen & Meyer, 1990) 	 Modified Scale 
Affective Commitment 	 Affective Commitment 
I would be very happy to spend the rest of my 
career with this organization 
I enjoy discussing my organization with people 
outside it 
I really feel as if this organization's problems are 
my own 
I think that I could easily become as attached to 
another organization as I am to this one [R] 
I do not feel like 'part of the family' at my 
organization [R] 
I do not feel 'emotionally attached' to this 
organization [R] 
This organization has a great deal of personal 
meaning for me 
I do not feel a strong sense of 'belonging' to this 
organization [R] 
I would be happy to spend the rest of my life with 
this partner 
I enjoy discussing our relationship with people 
outside it 
I really feel as if my partner's problems are my own 
I think that I could easily become as attached to 
another partner as I am to this one [R] 
I do not feel like part of my partner's family [R] 
I do not feel 'emotionally attached' to my partner 
[R] 
This relationship has a great deal of personal 
meaning for me 
I do not feel a strong sense of 'belonging' to my 
partner [R] 
Continuance Commitment 	 Continuance Commitment 
I am not afraid of what might happen if I quit my 
job without having another one lined up [R] 
It would be very hard for me to leave my 
organization right now, even if I wanted to 
Too much in my life would be disrupted if I 
decided I wanted to leave my organization now 
It wouldn't be too costly for me to leave my 
organization now [R] 
Right now, staying with my organization is a 
matter of necessity as much as desire 
I feel that I have too few options to consider 
leaving my organization now 
One of the few serious consequences of leaving 
this organization would be the scarcity of available 
alternatives 
One of the major reasons I continue to work for 
this organization is that leaving would require 
considerable personal sacrifice — another 
organization may not match the overall benefits I 
have here 
I am not afraid of what might happen if I leave my 
partner without having another one lined up [R] 
It would be very hard for me to leave my partner 
right now, even if I wanted to 
Too much in my life would be disrupted if I decided 
I wanted to leave my partner now 
It wouldn't be too costly for me to leave my partner 
now [R] 
Right now, staying with my partner is a matter of 
necessity as much as desire 
I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving 
my partner now 
One of the few serious consequences of leaving this 
partner would be the scarcity of available 
alternatives 
I am not willing to reinvest in another partner what I 
have already invested in my current partner 
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Figure 1 (continued) 
Normative Commitment 	 Normative Commitment 
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I think that people these days move from company 
to company too often 
I do not believe that a person must always be loyal 
to his or her organization [R] 
Jumping from organization to organization does 
not seem at all unethical to me [R] 
One of the major reasons I continue to work for 
this organization is that I believe that loyalty is 
important and therefore feel a sense of moral 
obligation to remain 
If I got another offer for a better job elsewhere I 
would not feel it was right to leave my 
organization 
I was taught to believe in the value of remaining 
loyal to one organization 
Things were better in the days when people stayed 
with one organization for most of their careers 
I do not think that wanting to be a 'company man' 
or 'company woman' is sensible anymore [R]  
I think that people these days move from partner to 
partner too often 
I do not believe that a person must always be loyal 
to his or her partner [R] 
Jumping from partner to partner does not seem at all 
unethical to me [ft] 
One of the major reasons I continue to stay in this 
relationship is that I believe that loyalty is important 
and therefore feel a sense of moral obligation to 
remain 
If I felt that someone else was interested in me I 
would not feel it was right to leave my partner 
I was taught to believe in the value of remaining 
loyal to one partner 
I do not think that wanting to be a 'one-woman 
man' or 'one-man woman' is sensible anymore [R] 
Note. [R] represents items that are reverse coded 
